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THE MYTE OF PERFORMANCE-BASED TEACHER EDUCATION

In reéent yearé research aﬁd develbpment ih;teaching has been
strongly infiuenced by the idea of ”pérformance—based'feacﬁer education."
That is.ithe identification of teacher skills thét are related to
increaéed student aﬁﬁievemen£ and the corresponding developﬁent of
teacher training programs and materials (see Gage, 1972). Siﬁce
hundreds of millions of dollars annually and.substaﬁtial-hﬁman resources
are invoived,»the scientific basis for this movement is of considerable
importance.  In our opinicn, an analysis of the research on the relation
between teacher performance and ;tudént achievement fails to reveél
én empirical basis for pe;formance—based teacher education.

The contribution by Rosenshine aﬁd Furst, ”Research on Teachef

Performance Criteria'" in the boock Research in Teacher Education:

A Symposium, 1971 (edited by B.O. Smith), reviews a carefully celected
set of studies. - Rosenshine's several writiﬁgs on this and related
topics establish him as knowledgeable of‘this bciy of literature.
ﬁoéenshine.and Furst cite some 50 studies and propose 11 teacher
behavior variables which they regarﬂ as '"the most promising of the
Var%ables studied.” The variables ﬁroposed are (1) elaritx,

1

(2) variability, (%) enthusiasm, (4) task-oriented and/or business-

like behaviors, (5) student opportunity to learn criterion material,

(6) use of student ideas and general indirectness, (7) criticism,

(8) use of structuring comments, (9) types of questions, (10) probing,

and (11) level of-difficulty of instruction, in that order.

The studies cited, and the teaching variables proposed, were care-.

fully selected to répresent the most conclusive and the '"best" research




to be found. Rosenshine and Furst say:

The variables described below were abstracted from more
detailed reviews (Rosenshine, 1970 a ,b) and are the most
promising of the variables studied. The variables with
the strongest support are presented first.

A description of ‘the eleven strongest variables
contained in this research is presented below together
with the results obtained when these variables were studied.
The best results were obtained on the first five vari-
ables; the results were less conclusive on the last six
variables. 'The major focus is upon process-product studies,
but experimental classroom studies are cited whenever
appropriate.

+ssUnlike the myrlad competencies outlined by the
model program builders, the skills listed below have some
support in studies of naturally occurring teacher behav-’
ior and student achievement.

The studies included in the Rosenshine and Furst review range_from_
mejor long—term reeearch efforts to minor studies of very ehort
duration.

We have carefully analyzed 42 oﬁ the studies cited for seven
. characteristics: (1) criterion of student achieveu.ant; (2) operational
definitions of teéching behavior; (3)'statiStical results; (4) legiti~
macy of statistical tests; (5) sample characteristics; (65 etudy'

i

conditions; and-(7) comparabiltiy of groups.
. . . I

Method

‘The method for gatherlng the information contained in the
operat10nal def1n1t10n table (Table 1) and our criteria for determining
‘ signif;cance claims fecllow.

‘In‘seerching for the author's operational définition of the teacher
behavior under scrutiny; we referred to the manner in which Rosenshine
and Furst'cite the study. Often, Rosenshine and Furst quote Lhe‘
autﬁor's 6peraticna1 defiﬁition'of the variable. For example,

under clarity: "The investigators used different descriptions



TABLE 1. OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS OF TEACHER-PERFORMANCE AND FACE VALIDITY DECISIONS

CLARITY

VALIDITY
YES “*Clarity of Presentation’ on the Stanford Teacher Ccmpetencé Appraisal Guide {seven-point rating scale). {Belgard, Rosenshine, & Gage, 1368)
NO "Difficulty of Le_sson": "Evaluates the lesson in terms of its eas? or difficulty fdr the childrer.”” {Chall & Feldmann, 1966)
NO ] "D.lsorganized~Systematic" un an adjective checklist, “QOrganization of Lésson’ and ''Lesson Prasentatior’’ on the Stanford Teacher Competence
" Appraisal Guide {seven-point rating scale). (Fortune, 1967) .
YES ""Clarity of Presentation’ on the Stantord Tearher Competence Appraisal Guide (seven-goint rating scale). {Fortune, Gage, & Shutes, 1966)
YES "Ware the points he (_she) made clear and easy 10 understand?’* '"Were his {her) presentations usually weli-organized?” “Coherence’’: the
teacher’s “"articulateness, his ability 10 make points which the students understand.” (Solomon, Bezdek, & Rosenberg, 1963)
YES Q-sort on the "Intellectually Effective vs. Intellectually Ineffective’” continuum. "The intellectually effective teacher . .. was the one who
appeared to be able to explain concepts clearly and such that the students szemed to be gaining understanding.” (Walten, 1966)
CLARITY: LOW-INFERENCE ARIABLES
YES - “Vagueness Categories,” including ""ambiguous designation,’” *‘approximation,’”” "indeterminate quantification,” and "probability."” (Hiier,
Fisher, & Kaess, 1969)
NO . "interpretation,’” 4 category for analysic of taped lessons. {(Solomon, Bezdek, & Rosenbarg, 19 33)
NO "Percent of questions leading’ 1o pupil response.’” {Weight & Nuthall, 1870)
CLARITY: ORGAN!ZATION
YES . A 1yp|cal itern on the Disorgarization scale is, 'There are long periods during which the class does nothing.’” The study focused on “the
socio-emotional climate of the class” and on "using student perceptions of it as predictors of class learning,” {Anderson & Walberg, 1968)
YES_ ~ "Organization of the Lesson” on the Stanford Teacher Competence Appraisal Guide {seven-point rating scale), (Belgard, Rosenshine,
.& Gage, 1968) i
YES "*Disorgz nized-Systematic’’ on an adjective checklist, **Organization of Lesson’ and !’Lesson Prespntauon on the Stanford Teacher Competer: =
.~ Appraisal Guide (seven-point rating scale). {Fortune, 1967} ] :
YES "Qrganization of the Lesson' -an item on the Stanfnrd Teacher Appraisal Guide, was not studied. (Fortune, Gage, and Shutes, 1968)
YES “Qrganization’: i the teacher tries *'to relate icdeas, theories, current events, etc. in an ordered, meanungful coherent, aiva logicat fashion.
{Solomon, Bezdek, & Rosenherg, 1 1263) :
YES "'Disorganization”, a four-point scale on the Learning Envirgnment Inw‘mory, 'a measure of the socaal envrronmem of learning.”’ (Walberg, 1969)
YES ""Disorganized”’ on the Classroom Climate Questiannaire. (Walberg & Anderson, 1868)
VARIABILITY
YES Listed teacher aids {2.g., charts, film, radio, etc.) and pupil materials (e.g., magazines, paint, workhook, etc.) (Anﬁony, 1967) .
NO "Inflexibie-Adaptable’”’ on an adjective checklist, {Fortune, 1967)
NG "Multiple C-)grmue Levels'”: ""Ratio of number of lines devoted to analytic and evaluative substantive- Ioglcal processes to number of lines
; devoted o enpirical logical prouess." (Furst 1967)
YES Answers to "“iJid the irstructor follow up new and unexpected topics, suggested by student questions or suggestions?”’ and ’Did he (she)
sometimes raake changes in the way materiai was being presented?” (Soloman, Bezdek, and Rosenberg, 1963} :
NO. . "Verbosity": "Frequency of verbal output.” {Thompsan and Bowers, 1968)
NO “This school hias a great deal of resource materials for extra study’ and "This schoo! of fers extra learning facilities which include a library,
audiovisuel aids, etc.” {Torrance and Parent, 1966} ;
NO A Biographical inventory incluéing ’books in home.” “rnon-school reading,” musician,’” “‘career discussion with adultsi" etc. (Walberg, 1969)
VARIABILITY: FLEXIBILITY
YES ' . Comparison of ratio cf Indirect Infiuence {1} to Direct influence (I3} across activity pet.'iods. (Flanders, 1970)
YES "Flexibility’': **. .. beginning with largest cell frequencies, a count of cells necessary to account for 60 percent of the tallies.” (Soar, 1966) .
YES Flexibility, ““The nurnber of times a teacher charges behavior in a given time interval.”” (Vorreyer, 1965) .
ENTHUSIASM
'NO “Dull-Stimulating” cn an adjective checklist. (Foriune, 1965)
NO ”Dull-Stirnatating’’ and ‘' Apathetic-Alert” on an adjactive checklist. (Fortune, 1967} ]
NO "Apathetic-Alert,” "Dull-Stimulating,”” and “Stergotyped-Original’ on an adjective checklist. (Kteinman, 1964)
YES Teachers were asked to lecture in either an enrhusiastic or unenthusiastic manner. (Mastin, 1863}
YES “Energy” and “Enthusiasm” on a teachar behavior rating scale. “Was the instructor enthusiastic and excited about the sub]ect m o Lo
student questionnaire. {Solomon, Bezdek, & Rosenberg, 1963) :
O “Dull vs. Stimulating’’ on a teacher hehavior rating scale. (Wallen, 1966)
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TABLE 1. {Cont.)

VALIDITY TASK-ORIENTEDO AND/OR BUSINESSLIKE BEHAVIORS
NO “Task-oriented, teacher-centered’ {e.g., ""The teacher tells us exactly how to do our homework™} vs. "“Task-oriented, pupil-centeréd" (e.g., “The
teacher has us help each other in class’’) on a pupit survey, {Beiderman, 1964) :
NO Rating scales for “‘approach to learning; information’ and ‘“‘approach to learning;'thinking" on an observation inventory. {Chall & Feldmann, 1966)
NO “Evading-Responsible,” ‘“Erratic-Steady,” “‘Disorganized-Systematic,”” and "Excitéblelpoised" on an adjective checklist. {Fortune, 1967}
NO “Evading-Responsible,” *“Erratic-Steady,” Excitable-Poised,”” and *'Disorganized-Systematic’ on an adj‘ective checklist. (Kieinman, 1964)
YES Student ratings on "My teacher has encouraged this class to think of original solutions to mathematical p?oblems " “{n this class we have one of

the most hard- workmg classes in the school ‘" and "‘My teacher has encouraged this Class to work out and have our own answers to problems.”’
(Torrange & Parent, 1966)

YES - “Achieveinent Oriented vs. Non-Achievement Oriented” on an observer Q-sort. {Wallen, 1986)
YES Student teachers’ grades in student.teaching depended on their students’ achievement scores. (Wittrock, 1962)

STUDENT OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN CRITERIDN MATERIAL

YES »Substantive,” defined as “‘subject matter of instruction.”” (Bellack, Kiiebard, Hyman, & Smith, 1966)
YES “Total number of relevant words’ .in lecture. (Rosenshine, 1968}

YES Whether or not the lesson answered particular test items {“'content relevance’’}. {Shutes, 1969)

USE OF STUDENT IDEAS AND GENERAL INDIRECTNESS: USE OF STUDENT {DEAS

YES “*Accepts or uses ideas of pupils” onan observation record. (Flenders, 1970)

YES “Accepts or uses student’s answer .or idea’’ on observation record. (Perkms 1965}
YES - ‘“Accepts or uses ideas of student’ on observation record. {Soar, \966)

NO “Repetition of response’ in tape analysis. {(Wright & Nuthalt, 1970}

USE OF STUDENT IDEAS AND GENERAL iNDIRECTNESS: INDIRECTNESS

YES *Accepts or uses ideas of pupils’’ on an observation record. (Flanders, 1370)
NO “High*" or “Low" in emotional climate on an observation record {High = warmth and triendliness). (Mediey & Mitzel, 1959}

USE OF STUDENT IDEAS AND GENERAL INDIRECTNESS: 1/D RATIO

S Ratio of “Indirect Influence’ to ‘Direct Influence.” (LaShier, 1967)

USE OF STUDENT IDEAS AND GENEHAL INDIRECTNESS: EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES

YES Teachers were trained 1o create a *'positive social-emotional climate” using Fianders 1. A, {Carline, 1969)

"YES The experimental group was trainad 1o be more indirect in their teaching. {Gunnison, 1968} :
YES »Teacher-Centered” vs, ‘'Pupil-Centered’” treatments, {Herman, Potterfield, Dayton, & Amershek X969)

YES' Teachers were asked to be either *‘Directive’’ or “’Responsive.” (Milter, 1966}

CRITICISM

YES ““Intensity of negative support observed.”" {Anthony, 1967)

YES “. .. bswling someone out ...” in classroom observation record. {Cook, 1967)
YES “Criticizing orjustifying authority’’ on observation record. {Flanders, 1870}

YES "NeQarive motivational staternents’ on observation record. (Harris, Morrison, Serwer, & Gold, 1968}

NO “Teacher Control, " *'A fow degree of pupil disruptive acts during observation.” (Hunter, 1969)

NO “Threatens, warns” on observation checklist. {Morsh, 1956) ‘ ‘

YES “. .. rejection or correction of student’s respornise . . .” and “griticizes or justifies authority .. ."" on Ob_servatioﬁ record. {Perkins, 1965}
YES *‘Steady- -state criticism’’ and "Pupil initiation following teacher criticisrn’ on obsewation record. {Soar, 1966} .

YES “Manifast teacher disapproval’’ and ‘“Emotional tone or mood of teacher’ on observation record. (Spaulding, 1965)_

YES “'Disparaging vs. non- dlspdraglng” on rating scale and Q-sort: (Watlen, 1966) ‘

NO "A‘flrmauve and Negative’’ comments on observation record, (Wright & Nuthell, 1970

USE OF STRUCTURING COMMENTS

YES "“Beginning the Lesson’* and "Ending the Lesson’’ on the Stanford Teacher Competence Appraisal Guide {a seven-point rating scale). {Belgard,
Rosenshine, & Gage, 1968)
YES Beginning the Lesson’ and “Ending the Lesson” on the Stanford Teacher Corr‘petence Appraisat Guide (a seven-point rating scale). {Fortune, 1967)
YES “Teacher structure,”’ "*Deviation of individual teacher's amaount of lines devoted to structuring.’” (Furst, 1967) :
YES: Number of *“Verbal markers of importance” ix fesson transcript. (Pinney, 1969)
NO No variables resembling “’structuring’  could be locaied. {Soar, 1966)
E lC “Structuring {total),” “‘teacher information following auéstioh," and "‘terminal structuring.” (Wright & Nuthall, 1970)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 1. (Cont.)

: [
VALIDITY TYPES OF QUESTIONS
NO ’Communication,” “‘Management;’’ and "Encouragernent’’ were observed in classroom. {Conners & Eisenberg, 1966)
YES Questions requiring pupil understanding of the meaning vs. those requiring cnly recognition of the symbol involved. (Harris, Morrison, Serwer,
’ & Golid, 1968} .
YES Seven question cateqories: neutral, rhetorical, factual, clarifying, associative, critical think[ng, and values. (Kleinman, 1964)
YES "“Asks questions azout content . . ."" vs. "Asks quastions that stimulate thinking . . ."* (Perkins, 1964) .
YES Questions were categorized as ‘organizing,” “‘hypothetical,” “opinion,” **factual,” “interpretation,’” or "personal reference.” (Solomén. Bezdek,
& Rosenberg, 1963} )
YES "Technigue ~ eliciting a varbal response in an open-ended fashion,” and ““Technique — gliciting a specific or solution that the teacher has in
mind'* on a rating scate. {Spauldina, 1965} .
NO ”Convergencc-divérgence” on an observation record. {Thompsan & Bovsers, 1968)
YES “Closed questions” and "open questions” on an observation record. (Wright & Nuthail, 970}
PROBING
YES “Teacher encourages interpretation, generalization, solution” on an observation record. {Soar, 1966)
YES ~Technique — eliciting <larification in @ non-threaténin.g way’* on an observation record. (Spaulding, 1965}
YES “Redirects guestion,” “reciprocates to 1ift,” and "reciprocates 10 extend’’ on an observation record, (Wright & Nuthall, 1970)
LEVEL OF DIFFICULTY OF 'NSTRUCTION
YES - Students rated teacheis in hypothetical situations as using ’most strict standard,” “’most liberal standard.” or *’somawhere in hetween.’’
(Nikoloff, 1965) C
NO The variable referred 1o by Rosenshine & Furst could not be tocated. (Torrange & Parent, 1966}
YES "Difficutty’” on L.earning Environment tnventarv. {Walberg, 1969)
O

ERIC
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of clarity:

1. 'Clarity of Presentation' (Belgard, Rosenshine, aﬁd Gage, 1968;"
Fortune; 1967;.Fontune. Gage, and Shutes, 1966).,..” (p. L44). .if'
this was the case, we simply quote this definition from the text of
the study and note it in the table..

In many other cases, Rosenshine and Fursf herely-describe thé
author's operational definition. For example, on enthusiasm: '"Teacher
enthusiasm hag'been assessed by...observer estimation of the amount
of vigor and power exhibited by the teacher during cléssroom presenta-~
tion....“b(p. L6). 1In these cases, we attempted i» lucate the feaching
variables in each study which most'closely corresponaed to Rosenshine'
and Furst's deséription.‘ |

Inia few cases, we were uhéble to locate the teaching variable
described by Rosenshine and Furst. These cases have been noted in the
table.‘

In deciding whefher or not the author claimed significant results,
we concentrated on the tables and discussion of results in each study.
If the results table(s) specificaliy indicated significance levels
for the variable in gquestion, we regarded this és a claim of significance.
If indicafions of sigﬁificance were absent from the tables, but were
preSent‘in the ﬂiséussion of results, we regarded thié aé a claim of
- significance as well. In several studies, an explicit claim of
significance'gas absent from both tables and discussion of results,
but the discussion conveyed the impressioq that the author was claiming
significance; Thus, we héd‘three criteria for concluding that'thg
author claimed significance: _(1)‘whethef or nét he reported signifi-
cance levels in tables of results, (2) whethér‘of not he éiaimed signifi-

cance in the text of his report, or (3) whether or not the significance
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of results was implicit in his Siscussion. If a study met ény one of
these crit . .. - we concluded that the author was claiming significance.

Similur  .teria. were used in the cases where we concludéd that
the author did not claiﬁ significant results. VWe reached this ccn§1u~
sion when thé rélevant.values in the results tables did not reach
significance levels specified in the tables, when thetauthor repofted
non-significant resﬁlts in his discussion, or wﬁeﬁ the non-significancé
of results was implicif in his discussion.

Clearly, there is a difference bétween the sfatemént that the
author claimed significant results and- the statement that the author
‘obtained significant results. _The fsct that we‘Q;re concerned with
the former statement means that we were more stringent in our judgments
concerning the significance of results than were Rosenshine and Furst.
In the cases where Rosenshine and Furst report'that the author found
significant results, but we concluded that the author did not claim
'significance, Roseushine and FurSt 160ked up the significance of the
reported values thémselves. In view of other design considerations,
we believe thgf this is an unwarranted procedure. Most of the studi=s,
for inétanée, failed to reporﬁ the tenability of critical assumptions.
if these éssumptions were not met, the repofted vaiués in these studies
co@ld be spuriously high or low. The driginal authors are likely to
have very good reasoné for not claiming significance. These feaséns
are f¥%quently not made-ekplicit in the reports.

The critefia'used for analyzing the design and methodology of
the‘Studies aré explaiﬁed in detail in the Technical Appendix of our
larger report, '"An Analysis of Selected Studie$,of Teacher Effectiveness.”‘-
Each 'study was analyzed for such research design features as random

assignment, number of teachers and number of students per teacher, -

ERIC
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adjusthent of post-test scores for initialbaifferences, experimental
independgnce 6f variables, snd significance ér non-significance
claims. The studies were aISO'Qhalyzed for the-legitimacy of their
'statisfical procedures: assumptions of linear relationships, parallel
regression élopes; normality, homogeneity of variance, method of
estimating the slope useé in adjusting post-test scores, and the

effect of extreme data points ('outliers').

Résults

‘ Tﬂe results of the analysis are summarized in Table 1 and Table'é.
Table 1 lists each aﬁthor's operafionai definition. of the teaching
vafiaSIes cited by Rosenshine‘and Fufst. Our judgment concerning the ..
appropriateness of the odperational definitiod to the variable cited
is indicated. In our judgment, 26 of the 8% operational definit!ons
éf teacher behavior do not correspond to the variable citéd.

Table 2 lists the studies, the variables fof which they are cited.
in Rosenshine and Furst's review, and a number of their basic charac-
teristics.

| Fifty-eight citations used the teacher as the unit of sampling
(79%) and 10 (13%) used the pupil. In the other 10 cases (13%),.
‘the information reported was noﬁ sufficieﬁt to determine the. unit of
sampling.

One citation reported a linear relation (1%) and 61 did not
repbr@.ha?ing tegted the assumption of linearity (78%). Linearity is

" not relevant to the remaihing 16 citations (21%).
| Five'citationslreport randomly assigned subjects to treatments
(6%) andg 65 did nqt-randomize (83%). Eight did not reporf_ancugh

information‘for a judgment (11%).

i



i ' sTuDY . TEACHER

TABLE 2. DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY CHARACTERISTICS

3 . k4 BEHAVIOR
/ VARIABLE
/

AHDEHSON & W_ALPER(' 1968

[TANTHONY, |an7 '

SHINE, & GAGE. 19681

BELLACK . KLIEBARD, HYMAR,
B SMITE, 1966

CARLINE, 1969

Al owar s D ar | e | | e
NO | neots
R o

. i
i

i

G . EISENBERG, 1686

| FONTUNE, G

| SR

CHALL % FELDMANN, 1966

[ FORTUNE, 1 1567 "

FURST, 1967

GUNNISOM, 1968,
HARRIS, MORRISON, SERWER,
& GOLD; 1958

HERMAN, POTTERFIELD,
_ DAYTON, & ANERSHE K. 1969

TYm

SORUUIURUNE 3.}

[USEOFSTUDERT 10EAS
PCLARITY

PEAKINS, 1865,

-2 ~2 | vES

PINNEY. 1963

ROSENSHINE, |

SHUTES, 1868

S0AR, 1966

USTRUCTURING ¢

| PRORING

| THOLITSON & BOWERS, 1968

SOL’)VRON BEZDEK,

& RCSENBERG, 1963

"SPAULDING, i85

| TORRANCE S PANENT, 1066

['VORREYER, 1965

i NALBERG, 1389
3

{ WI37AOCK, i

[WALBERG & ANDERSO‘J !908

1o ves
YES ;¥

MNAS

| YES

WALLEN, 1964

WRIGHT & NUTHALL, 1570
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Eleven studies used a pooled within-group estimate of regreséion
slope in adjusting for initial ability (14%), while 41 did not (53%).
In five‘cdses, there was insufficient information.reported to make
é judgment (6%). Thé remaining 21 citations either did not adjust
for initial ébility or A4id not report statistical tests for the variable
'in question (?7%)2

One citatién reported that thefe was no treatment-slope interaction
(1%), 56-aid not report having tested the assumption of parallel
slopes for a2ll treatment groups (72%), and 21 either did;pbt adjust
for initisl ability or did not report statistical tests for the
variable in question (27%). | |

Fifty-eight citations (74%) did not report thé'disposition of
outliers (extréme data points). This characteristic does not.apply
to the remaining 20 citations (26%). |

Sixty citations inclucded at least 15 classes (77%), and eight
reported less than 15 classes (10%). Ten cifations did not reﬁort
sufficient information for a judgment to be made (13%).

Sixty—one_citat?oﬁs‘included at least 15 pupilé per ciass (78%),
and five included less than 15 per class (6%). In‘two cases, there
was insufficient intormation (3%), and in the remaining 10 cases, no
statistical tests were perfOrmed for the variable in queétidn (13%).

Seventy citations ‘did not report whether the assumption of a
normal distribution had been testéd (90%).‘ The remaining eight did
not réporf performing statistical‘tésts for the variables in'éuestion
(10%). |

The covariate was found to be independent of teaching behavior
in 15 studiés (19%). It was not ihdeéendent of teaching behavior in

72 cases (28%). There was insufficient information for judgment in




25 citations (32%). The cateéqry does not aﬁply to the remaining
16 cages (21%).
Teéting for homogeneity of variance was not reported in 68 sfudies
(87%). 'The assumption dOes-not:apply to the remaininé 10 cases (13%}.
Thirty—threé of thé‘reports claimed a sigﬁificaﬁt relation between

the variable in question and some criterion measure (42%). The other

b5 citations did not claim significant results (58%).

Discussion
Thése resﬁlts lead us to conclude that an empirical basis for
ﬁefformanceubased teaéher education dées not exist. Thé conception,
design, and methodology typical of these studiés pro-iades theirluse
as such a basis, |
Tre operational definitions of %teaching shown in Table 1 do notv
correspénd, in many inséances, to the names“of the teaching variables
cited. TFor example, a rating of Qdifficulty of the lesson" (in Chall
énd Feldmann, 1966) is citéd as fhe basis for a study of ”clarity.q
 Near1y a third of~the operational definitions studied.seem similarly
ingppTOpriate.
| Further; operatiohal‘definitibqs of teacher behavior that.have
little in cqmmon are often gombinéd as ex#mples éf a Single teaching
-vafigble; Note that 5 rating of "érganization of the lesson"
(Belgafd, Rosenshine, and Gage, }968)iié combined with hdisorgénizéd”
as a characteristic of thexclaséroom cliﬁate.(Walberg and‘Anderson;
1968) uﬁder the single variable ”ofganization.”
‘ Beyond thése ;ogical difficulties, the operational definitions
reﬁorteﬂ in the studies generally reflecé a gictuyg of-the teacher in
. a traditional lecturé-discussion role and ére usually defined so -

vaguely as to be of little use in training teachers,” '"Clarity of
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presentation'" on a seven-point rating scale (Fortune, Gage,‘and
Shutes, 1965) assumes that teaching requires a '"presentation." A
- rating on '"clarity,'" with no explication of what tehavior "clarity"
intolves, does notvseem useful. Continued research on such sterile
defiﬁitibnsvof teachning sceens hnlikely tolprovide a basis fpr traicing
teachers}

The 0perational,definitions of student achievement are similarly
shallcw. For example, the criterion of student achievement used in
seQeral studies is a'ten-qﬁestipn multiple;choice test of information
based on Atlantic magazine articles on economic, political, and social
conditions in Yugoslavia published between ﬁovember 1964,anc August.1965.

The research design of most of these stgdies is fundamentally

~weak., Only five of the 78 citations repcrt using random assignment
of pupils to treatments, yet: they emp;oy statlstlcal analyses whose
. interpretation implies randomization. As Lord (1963) has said:

"If the individﬁals are'nct sssigned {O'the treatments at

random, then it is not helpful to demonstrate statisti-

cally that the groups after treatment show more difference

than would be expected by random a551gnment....

In most (45 of 78) of the studies cited, the author did not’
claim to find a 51gn1f1cant relatlon between the teacher performance
varlable and‘student achlevementf Further, in many. of these studies
‘negative cr'cleerly ggg—sigﬁificant relations are reported. These
negative results are ignored.

Though most studies employed adjusted post-test means as criteria,
only zbout 10% used the preferred method of adjustmedt.

‘Aside from questions of research design, the stetistical anelyses
reportedvmake icterpretations of thetstudies extremely‘undepeﬁdatie;
‘Critically important assumptions such ss licearity, hormality, homo-

geneity of variance, and parallel slopes are almost universally
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unreported (see Table 2). There is reason to 5§1iéve that in many
instances these éséumptiéns are not, in facf.-9 tenable., With no
information, one might chbose to believe that a particulaf basié

. assumption was met, 6f coﬁld somehow be disregarded in a particnlar
study. The compound effect_of uhreported and unmet assumﬁtidns is
another'matter; For examplé, ﬁomogeneity of vafiance and normality
are not independent assumptioﬁs; if one is not met, the other becomes
even more critical.  One caﬁﬁot, with scientific integrity, dismiss
such assumptiohs and interpret the results at will.

One of the pitfalls COmmoniy-énéounteréd in this literatﬁre ;s.
the item-factor fallacy in factor énalysis. Rpsenshine and Fﬁrst
report significant results in a small number of.studies employiﬂg
féctor analysis.; When a relevant item of teacher;behévior loaded
on a factof that was significantly correlated to échievemeﬁtg they
claim a significant relationship between the item and achievement.

A significant correlation.between a factor and student achievement,
however, does not necessarily imply Significant correlatiqns between
achievement‘and every teacher-behavior item loading on that.factor;
 ‘THe performance—based~teacher—eduéatidn model does not treat
two important,types of variables. It ignores what is to be taughtﬁ
"Though the studiés r;viewéd'here Were;céncefned with'everything;from'
aifcraft mechanics‘to'réading,‘no_effort iS'appafént in identifying
the>§os$ib1e_interaétions'befween teacher-behéviér‘variables and
Conteﬁt, Is there one set.of best teaching behaviors fof teachihg
gjérxthiﬁg?' If there iS'an_important interactiénvbetweén:content 
and teaching behavior (gifenjcognitive_échievemént.as criteria),
 £hen the conclusions ébout what'Eeﬁévior'is'effecpive ﬁéy be determinéd

as much by content as by teacher behavior..
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The model ignoreé who is to be faught. Despite persistgnt
evidence that variébles such as socio—ecénomic status and race are
more important determinants ofvachievement level than teacher behavior,
the research on teacher—behaﬁior variables largely ignores such differ- -
ences among students. Similariy.'the studies cited-by'Rogenshine and
Furst cover a wide student age range (pre;school to adult), yef the
idea that éffective'teacher behavior might be different fof different
age groups is ignored when conclusions are drawn from such collections.

Is there one set of best teacher behaviors for teaching everything

to everzbodx?

Other Reviews

The stﬁdies cited b& Roseﬁshine and Furst were selected as tﬁe
best and most conclusive available. Since our analysis aﬂd‘interfre—
‘tation of these studies leads us to doubt the case for demons£rated
relations bethen teacher-behavior variables and stﬁdenﬁ achievement.
it seems prudent té look at'the,éonclusions théf have beeﬁ stafed
',by'othefs who have reviewed the réseafch on this suﬁject.

Iﬂ 1958, Brim (1958; p. 32) concluded, after reviewing the status
of the research: | . |

However, although there is a vast body of research
on the relation of tecacher characteristics to .effective-
ness in teaching, the reviews of this research...show
no consistent relation between any characteristics,
including intelligence, and such teaching effectiveness.

In 1967;'Stephehs t1967, p. 83-84) concluded:

It is always possible that the vast number of inves-
tigations have '"just happened" to hit on the more intransient
areas of growth. It is also possible that they have just
"happened to miss the areas which would have shown the effects
of the device being tested. But these possibilities are
not very comforting. The argument implies that some .
systematic force .has been at work to keep our sample a
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biased sample. "The argument rests on the assumption that
the unmeasured areas of character growth are more responsive
to the devices being tested than the more measurable areas
of academic achievement. Actually, thzt assumption is

very dubious, a point which will be developed at some

length in Chapter 9.

The other four arguments are all confronted by one
very serious obstacle, The fact is, insensitive as the
tests may be and over-controlled or under-controlled as
some experiments probably are and exacting as standards
undoubtedly are, a great deal of growth does appear and
does meet the standards. The investigations cited do not
fail to reveal growth. They merely fail to reveal differ-
ences in growth attributable to the administrative (teaching)
variables. If we use other variables, such as background
factors, moreover, marked differences in growth also come
through., 1f the tests, and the designs, and the criteria
of significance permit such differences to appear, it
is difficult to see why they should not 2lsc permit differ~
ences in administrative (teaching) factors to come through
if these were present.

In 1968, Dubin and Taveggia (1968, vp. 35) concluded, after reviewing
91 comparative studies of college teaching technologies conducted
between 1924 and 1965:

These data demonstrate clearly and unequivocally that
there is no measurable difference among truly distinctive
methods of college instruction when evaluated by student
performance on final examinations.

Mood (1970, p. 7) concluded:

We can only make the not very useful observation that
at the present moment we cannot make any sort of meaning-~
ful gquantitative estimate of the effect of teachers on
student achievement.

Gage (1972) repdrts a series of reviews that come to.similar
conélusioﬁs:f Cpmmittee on the Criteria of Teacher Efﬁecti#éness
(1953), Wallen and Travers (1963), Getzels and Jackson (1963),

- and Withall and Lewis (1963),

Conclusions -

Our anélysis of this literature leads us to three conclusions:

First, the research literature on the relation between teacher
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‘pefformance and- student achievement does not offer an empirical basis
fof‘the prescription of teacherftrainiﬂg objectives.

Seconé, this literature fails to provide such a‘basis, not because
of minor flaws in the statisticalianalyses, but.because of sterile
operational defiﬁitions of both teaching and achievement, aﬁd béqaﬁse

. of fundamentaliy weak research designs.
| Lasﬁ, given the_ﬁell-documented‘strong association bgtWeen student
achievemggt and variables such as socio—econémic status and racé (see
deleman and others, 1966}, thelgffects of fechniqués.of peachiﬁg on
achievement (as these variables are conventionally defiﬁed) are |

likely to be inherently trivial.

We appreciate the generous support and assistance of Ned A.

Flanders and Barak Rosenshine in this investigation.
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